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REMARKS 



In response to the action of November 24, 2010, Applicant asks that all claims be allowed 
in view of the following remarks. Claims 1-41 and 48-50 are currently pending, of which claims 
1 , 8, 1 7. 23, 26, 4&. and 49 are independent. 



Claims 26-37, 39-41 and 48-50 have been rejected under 35 U S.C. 8 103 as being 
unpatentable over Miller in view of Weinbiatt (5,401,946) in further view of Herz (5,754,938). 

Applicant respectfully traverses the rejection. Applicant submits that independent claims 
26, 48 and 49 each define subject matter that is patentable over Miller whether taken alone or in 
any reasonable combination with Weinbiatt and Hen?. 



Claim 26 recites a computer-implemented method that includes, among other features, 
"displaying a new advertisement for a training period" and "determining whether a high or low 
proportion of members of the user's community have viewed further information about the new 
advertisement." 

As noted in the prior response to office action dated September 7, 2010, Miller and Herz. 
fail to disclose at least, the above identified features. (Response dated September 7, 2010, page 
14). in the current office action, the examiner now relies on Weinbiatt as disclosing these 
features. (Office Action, page 2). However. Weinbiatt tails to remedy the deficiencies of Miller 
and Her/. 

Weinbiatt describes a system for monitoring advertisements to which a consumer has 
been exposed and monitoring subsequent purchasing behavior to analyze whether the 
advertisements Influenced the consumer's purchases. (Weinbiatt, abstract). More particularly, 
Wemblati describes '"monitoring exposure of the consumer to advertisements'' and producing a 
record of "purchase information on purchases made by the consumer in a store." (hL coi. 4, lines 
26-34). Thus. Woinblatf s system correlates exposure to an advertisement with purchase 
information. As such, Weinbiatt tails to describe or render obvious "determining whether a high 
or low proportion of members of the user's community have viewed further information about 
the new advertisement," as recited in claim 26. 
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Ud'tionalh , \\ einbl<ttt tails to describe "determining whether a high or low proportion 
oi' members of the user's community have viewed further information about the advertisement 5 " 
where the user's community based on information received ''based upon the activity of a user in 
an Interactive medium." Rather, the cited portions of Weinblatt are silent as to any division of 
consumer's into different groups based on activity of a user in an interactive medium. 

Claim 48 

Claim 48 recites a method that includes, "receiving from said user computer an indication 
that the user rejects said first advertisement; and replacing said first advertisement with a second 
advertisement in response to said rejection indication received from said user,"' 

While the office action states that claim 48 was rejected as being unpatentable over 
Miller in combination with Weinblatt and Herz, the examiner appears to rely only on Herz. 
Applicants request clarification of the basis for this rejection. 

In the rejection of claim 48, the examiner states 'The limitation 'receiving indication that 
the user rejected the advertisement' is broad enough to include an indication thai the user did noi 
buy the advertised product or did not spend enough time reading the product or indicating that, 
the user is not interested," (Office Action, page 6). However, the examiner fails to address that 
claim 48 requires that the indication be received ''from said user computer/' Thus. Her/ fails to 
describe or suggest "receiving from said user computer an indication that, the user rejects said 
first advertisement, and replacing said first advertisement with a second advertisement in 
response to said, rejection indication received from said user/'' as recited in claim 48. 

Claim 49 

As to claim 49, Miller and Herz, alone or in combination, fail to disclose or suggest 
"storing on a user computer information based upon the activity of at least one user in an 
interactive medium; receiving by said user computer advertisement criteria; and deciding by said 
user computer if an advertisement is to be shown at said user computer based upon said 
information and said advertisement criteria," as recited in claim 49. 

For example, the office action cited col. 54, line 54 to col. 55, line 22 of Herz as 
disclosing "'receiving by the user computer advertisement criteria and deciding by the user 
computer if an advertisement is to be shown." (Office Action, page 6} However, the cited 
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